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Retirement of DOT/DMV Legacy Systems
Timeline of Projects

The following timeline provides an overview of projects already completed in the
process of retiring the DOT/DMV legacy systems.

The timeline does not indicate size of projects. The foundation systems and the
2004 merge of the vehicle and driver customer databases were very large, complex

projects.

By the end of 2005, forty-six projects will have been completed. All of the large
projects are completed with 99.9% of the data moved from Filehandler to DB2

tables.

Four projects remain. The fourth is “Retire Filehandler.”

Year | Redesign Activity
1987 1. Presented issue paper to the Secretary of the Department of
Transportation, recommending the replacement of the Division of
Motor Vehicle legacy system
1988 2. Completed initial project planning for moving from legacy system to
more flexible relational database with the ability to use new
technologies
1990 3. Implemented document imaging and workflow
1991 Implemented shared foundation systems, designed to reduce data
redundancy and increase flexibility in changing:
4.  Customer Management
5. Financial Management
6. Agent Management
Implemented driver systems:
7. License and Permit Issuance
8. License Renewal
9. Skill and Knowledge Test Management
1992 10. Implemented shared foundation system: Incident Framework
11. Implemented Accident System
1994 12. Implemented shared Correspondence system
13. Implemented online Driver Safety Plan System (alcohol/drug
assessment information) replacing paper files
1996 | 14. Implemented Citation Processing System

Retirement of DOT/DMV Legacy Systems -- Timeline of Completed Projects Page 1




Year | Redesign Activity

1997 15. Implemented Insurance Processing system, including electronic
transfer of data to DMV and computerized business rules for
automatically updating the driver record

1999 16. Enhanced Citation Processing System by creating Violation
Management System, implementation included receipt of electronic
data from courts.

2000 Implemented vehicle systems:

17. New Vehicle Titles

18. Used Vehicle Titles
19. Plate Issuance

20. Out-of-State Transfers

2001 21. Implemented driver license withdrawal system, including electronic
transfer of data to DMV and computerized business rules for
automatically updating the driver record and generating
correspondence (revocation and suspension orders) to the driver

2002 | 22. Implemented Occupational License issuance, including the ability
for customers to check their eligibility through an Interactive Voice
Response (phone) inquiry.

23. Implemented Disabled ID Card Issuance.

2003 24. Implemented a web application for municipal courts to key data or
transfer files that automatically update the driver record or are
posted to an online resolve system.

2004 25. Added driver license Cancels and Surrenders to the Withdrawal
Management system.

2004 | 26. Merged the driver and vehicle customer databases (9+ million

27.

records) into a single relational database.

Re-worked the Financial Management System to accommodate
vehicle-related application issues.

Completed vehicle systems:

28.
29.
30.

31.
32.
33.
34.

Title/Registration Issuance
Plate Inventory

Connection to National Motor Vehicle Title Information System
(NMVTIS)

Lien Management

Vehicle Renewal with daily expiration
Parking Violation

Vehicle Inspection Maintenance
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Year Redesign Activity
35. Redesigned imterface with 3rd Party Vendors
36. Web Record Inquiry
2005 37. Completed the ARREST system: five driver and state patrol
systems related to Operating while Intoxicated Arrests — includes
most Division of State Patrol Filehandler functions
38. Completed the re-work of the driver licensing system to implement
the Patriot Act and connect with the social security administration
systems online.
39. Implement an electronic web application (MV1) for Titling Vehicles
40. Implement web applications for checks for occupational eligibility,
isurance status, and points.
41. Implement electronic transfer of data from assessment agencies and
technical colleges
42. Implemented electronic transfer of data from Wisconsin State Lab of
Hygiene
43. Implemented Wisconsin TraCS suite (e-crash forms, e-citation, e-
warning, alcohol report forms, and municipal citation) plus
electronic transfer of data from law enforcement agencies to DMV
databases
44. Implement web application for ordering citation books or e-citation
numbers and providing reports to law enforcement for citation
tracking (uses data from DB2 tables/turns off FH procedures)
45. Implement web application to provide reports to the public on
drivers, convictions, and withdrawals (data from a data warehouse)
46. Capture additional data on driver status history, correcting
problems and positioning department to automate certifications
2006 | 47. Implement Reinstatement Processing System, including an
eligibility check module and web application for customer self-
service. Automate the setup of withdrawal cases for points.
2006 | 48. Implement a web application for customer and employee inquiry
which includes an electronic certification of records.
2007 | 49. Eliminate the remaining unnecessary Filehandler
functions/procedures and convert the miscellaneous remaining
Filehandler procedures that continue to be necessary as batch
processes or for reporting.
2007 | 50. Retire Filehandler
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Retiring DMV Legacy System: Background

Goals

The Department of Transportation began the redesign of legacy computer systems
with the Division of Motor Vehicles in 1988. One of the primary goals of redesign
was to replace old technology with new technologies that reduce DMV’s cost of doing
business.

DOT developed the DMV legacy systems in the early 1970s when computer hardware,
software, and operating costs were expensive and labor was relatively cheap. By the
late 1980s, computers were becoming less expensive and offering more opportunities
while staff costs were increasing rapidly.

The bottom line for redesign and other business re-engineering efforts has been
controlling costs while offering more services with fewer staff.

The first redesigned systems were implemented in 1991.

In the period 1991 through 2004, has DMV held to the bottom line?

Reduced Staff and Maintained Service ,

a In 1991, DMV produced 9,462,736 products in 1,735,944 staff hours. 5.45
products per staff hour.

a In 2004, DMV produced 11,998,585 products in 1,375,697 staff hours. 8.72
products per staff hours.

At the beginning of 1991, 980.441 FTEs were allocated to DMV work. By the
beginning of 2005, DMV was operating with an allocation of 854.604 FTEs.

If DMV had not dramatically increased productivity — through redesign and re-
engineering -- DMV would have needed, 476 additional staff to handle the increase m
products between 1991 and 2004. The 476 additional staff would cost a minimum of
$17,136,000 annually in salary and fringe benefits. (This cost estimate is based on the
salary and benefits provided to a Transportation Customer Service Representative 2.)

Held Down Overall Costs

The 1991 DOT/DMV expenditures were $59,139,400. The 2004 DOT/DMV
expenditures (appropriation 563 and 596) totaled $59,358,931, calculated in 1991
dollars -- more products, fewer staff, essentially the same operating budget.

Page 1 June 2005




Operated Efficiently
In 1991, for every state dollar spent on the operation of the DMV (appropriation 563
and 596), the Transportation Fund received a return of $3.53 in revenues. In 2004, for

every state dollar spent on the operation of DMV, the Transportation Fund received a
return of $5.57 in revenues.

What have the Costs been to Replace DMV Legacy Systems?

It is difficult to assess the actual costs of replacing the legacy systems, because, in
many cases, the Department chose to redesign the legacy system in order to implement
federal or state legislation. Even without the cost of replacing the legacy system, the
Department would, for example, have had the cost of:

a creating the federally mandated Commercial Driver Licensing System in the
early 1990s

| implementing Act 84 of the Wisconsin Laws of 1997, overhauling state laws on
revocations and suspensions

a implementing the Patriot Actin 2005

DOT chose to implement those mandates in the new environment in order to be able to
automate business processes and build in the additional capability of usmg more
efficient technologies.

As of April 2, 2005, DOT had spent $35.6 million dollars on developing new
databases and applications to replace the legacy, File handler system. (This total also
covered the implementation of some major pieces of federal/state legislation and the
- addition of new technologies.)

Comparison to Other States

In 2003, the Center for Digital Government found in a survey of states that more than
70% of DMV's were running legacy systems. A little over half of all respondents said
that they would be migrating their systems away from their current architecture to a
more component-based open architecture. Wisconsin has nearly completed what more
‘than half the states are just beginning.

The phased-in approach used by Wisconsin seems to be supported by the results from
some of the states that have already been working on migration. When states

attempted to migrate their entire Iegacy system at one time, some resulted in costly
failures.
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Comparison to Other Wisconsin Projects

The Department’s DMV projects also compare well to other Wisconsin projects.

Costs to Build # of MB of Program Code
Programs
DMV $35.6 4,037 201.8
CARES $35.7 million 688 495
KIDS $51.5 million 1,145 99.0
DOR $59.4 million
(approximately)

What are the Costs to Run the New Systems?

Staff Savings

Between January 1991 and December 2004, the DMV staff allocation dropped 126
FTE. This was during a time when products issued increased 27%, but the workload
increases were offset by a 60% increase in productivity. New systems and process
_improvements were the cornerstones of the increased productivity.

Computer Operating Costs
Computer Operating Costs increased between FY91 and FY05. FYO0S5 more than
doubled FY91 operating costs. The increase in annual computer operating costs are
less, however, than the actual savings in FTE.

If the number of FTE that would have been needed to handle the workload increases
since 1991 were included in the calculation of staff savings, then staff savings exceed
computer operating costs by about 12.6 million dollars.

Object Code FY91 - FYO05
2621 Batch/TSO Computer Usage $958,027 $2,579,253
2622 Database Access $2,904,169 $317,698
2633 DATA Storage (DASD) $128,921 $810,543
2636 CICS/DB2 Applications Usage | $296,438 $5,072,055
Total: $4.287.555 $8,779,549
In 1991 Dollars: $6,150,689

Why has the Wisconsin DOT been successful where others have failed?
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Wisconsin DOT planned for the transition from the legacy system in a different way
than other states. Wisconsin chose to make the transition:

as part of implementing federal or state mandates (whenever possible)

in a logical succession of small, medium, and large size projects that built on
each other

in a way that realized immediate staff savings

with careful internal and external oversight

o0 0o

Projects Implemented 1991 through June 2005

CORE Functions

Customer Management (single database of vehicle and driver customers)
Financial Management

Agent Management

Correspondence

Automated Knowledge Test

Driver Functions

License & Permit Issuance

License Renewal

Skill and Knowledge Test Management

Insurance Processing (with Electronic Transfer)
Citations Processing (with Electronic Transfer)

DL Suspension and Revocation (with Electronic Transfer)
Occupational License Issuance

DL Cancels & Surrenders

Alcohol/Drug Arrest System (with Electronic Transfer)
Driver License Issuance Enhancements

Vehicle Functions
Vehicle Titling and Registration Issuance (with 3™ party processmg)
Vehicle Registration Renewal
Plate Inventory and Issuance
‘ Out-of-State Transfers
(boﬁ’%&% Disabled ID Card Issuance
Q"OM Vehicle Inquiry
S\\Q((,W" Interface with National Motor Vehicle Title Information System

Lien Management
Reporting and File handler Retirement for Vehicles
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Oversight

Each project listed in the previous section went through a rigorous planning process
that included the development of a project proposal, a project plan, and a completion
document. Business Area Experts (BAE’s) and technical experts developed the
projects with input from other internal and external customers. Management in both
the business areas and the technical areas reviewed and approved the documents,
authorizing plans to proceed.

Projects were also submitted for review and approval to the Department of
Administration (DOA) as part of the statewide biennial Information Technology plan.
This planning process began in the mid-1990s. The plan identifies both business
1ssues and potential projects.

In addition, because of the size and complexity of the projects, DMV staff made
presentation directly to DOA staff periodically to ensure that DOA had an opportunity
to question the direction of projects and prepare for the infrastructure needs.

What needs to be completed to retire File handler and what are the benefits of
retirement?

99.9%+ of the critical data used by DMV is now stored in DB2 tables. While nearly
100% of the data is stored in the new world, DMV needs to fund File handler because
reinstatement data has not been moved to the new environment and, most importantly,
because File handler provides the primary inquiry system for driver records, essential
to mternal staff, law enforcement agencies and businesses, such as insurance
companies.

There are three IT projects that need completion to retire File handler (FH): driver
reinstatement, driver inquiry, and a project covering miscellaneous procedures. These
are projects of medium-size that would result in:

%

o efficiencies for BDS and BFS staff plus external customers
¢ reductions in data processing and data storage costs
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Vehicle System*Redevelopment Costs

Summary - As of March 31, 2005
(All Vehicle Projects)

Cost Completion Date
Vehicle Release 1 § 3930000 August, 1998
Vehicle Release 2 ) 270,000 February, 1999
Vehicle Release25 |s . _62630| _ March 2001
RS BBl | 1 g o e § 237,681~ July. 2001
RaTS 1.1 $§ 1.028357 February, 2002
RaTS 1.2 $ 2287597 September, 2002
RaTS 1.3 $ 1715105 January, 2003
RaTS 1.4 (FY03) $§ 2615250 N/A
RaTS 1.4 (FY04) § 5,491,769 N/A
RaTS 1.4 (FY05) § 3,392,255| (upto Mar. 31'05)
Miosoft Contract - Initial Conversion Scope $ 290,000 N/A
Miosoft Contract - additional work required § 210000 N/A
Management of DMV Application Models $ 1.580.905 (to date)
(shared activity between Vehicles/Drivers)
TOTAL (of all Veh Redevelopment efforts) $ 23,111,548
TOTAL (just RaTS costs) $ 18,848,918
(includes all Model Mgmt costs,
some of which were incurred
prior to the start of RaTS)
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From: "Hynum, Jill" <Jill. Hynum@dwd.state.wi.us> len) %
Date: 2006/03/21 Tue AM 12:27:12 GMT @, —

T——
To: "Foeste, Art" <afoeste@dor.state. wi.us>, <kirchner@aft-wisconsin.org> «Srd\ . @5
Subject: Questions

Reply | Reply All | Forward | Delete | Move To: [(Choose Folder) -}

Suggested Scope: Any IT contract that costs at least $1 million in a year (or
is expected to cost $1 million in a year).

Suggested items to look at:

1. If a vendor is being used, why did the procuring agency choose to use a
vendor rather than state employees? (s.1 6.705 (1))

2. What was the end product expected to be? Did the procuring agency
clearly define the measurable deliverables and benchmarks? Was there a
point after the contract began when the procuring agency evaluated
whether the IT project should continue or not?

3. If there was a vendor involved, was there a bail-out plan if the vendor was
deemed unsatisfactory?
4. What was the expected implementation date according to the initial

contract? If there was a vendor, what were the vendor payments defined by
the initial contract?

5. If the IT system was implemented later than the date in the initial
agreement, were there problems caused by the late implementation?

6. If the IT system was not totally successful when implemented, were

there clean-up efforts required by the agency? If yes, what was the cost of
that clean-up effort?

7. Who was responsihle for defining the iness requirements for the IT
project? UOWSTRke %g%w%‘) JEEB -

8. Who recommended proceeding with the IT project? What QA methodology

was used? If a vendor was involved, who was responsible for monitoring the
performance of the vendor?
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9. If the IT project included buying prepack oftware, what percentage I
of the agency’s needs were expected to be satisfied by the package? W\”L‘Qg ‘
agency.s y P ge: ST

[

w 10. How satisfied are the end-users of the IT project after implementation or
9,0\9 partial implementation?
& 11. If a vendor was involved, did the vendor disclose any former agency

staff employed by the vendor or any former agency staff that they expected JA(LV
%to hire as required by s. 16.705 (5), Wis. StatsWode 10.10 (1) (b)? AV

“If a vendor was involved, did the procuring agency file an evaluation
with DOA of the vendor’s performance within 60 days of completion of the
contract as required by Admin. 10.12 (3)? Was the > work audited as

oA
required by s. 16.77? Np)‘/\’)
L <

13)1f a vendor was involved and the performance was unsatisfactory, did

the procuring agency file a report of unsatisfactory performance with DOA .,
as required by s.16.705 (6), Wis. Stats.? Ak e

¢ s

14. If a vendor was involved, was the cost of their work reported in the
annual report required under s. 1

6-
Suggested IT projects to look at: ail consolldatlm Enable (DWD), Sﬁ:}_

Suites (DWD), SIS (DOA), KIDS (DWD), CARES (DWD), TEAL (DOT), IBIS

(DOA), Peoplesoft (UW). (ﬁﬁga:'é& ado P
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Changes in Service Cost:

1. Will contracting out result in a private sector
monopoly? (0=high to 10=low)

2. Does the contract require that the private vendor
is responsible for all cost overruns? (0=no or 5=yes)

3. How many capable private vendors are interested in
providing the service? (0=few to 10=many)

4. How much public risk is incurred if the service
is suspended? (0=high to 10=low)

5. How difficult would it be to restart if the
private vendor quit? (O=hard to 10=easy)

6. How much capital equipment will be owned by government?
(0=none or 3=most or 5=all)

7. How comprehensive is the plan to deal with service
interruption? (0=no plan to 10=very comprehensive)

8. Is the private vendor required to purchase a performance
bond? (0=no or 5=yes)

9. Is the private vendor required to purchase a bid
bond? (0=no or 5=yes)

10. If the privatization is anticipated to be permanent,
how long is the contract duration?
(Enter in number of years up to 10)

Changes in Government Liability:

1. To what extent does the service involve patient or
client confidentiality? (O=very much to 10= not at all)

2. To what extent does the service deal with public safety?
(0=very much to 10= not at all)

3. What is the likelihood that an error in judgement could
result in death? (0=very high to 10= not at all)

4. What is the likelihood that an error in judgement could
result in substantial property damages?
(0=very high to 10= not at all)




5. To what extent will the contract indemnify the
government? (0=not at all to 10=completely)

6. Is the service mandated by statute or ordinance?
(0=yes or 5=no)

7. Must statutes or ordinances be changed to permit
contracting out of the service? (0=yes or 5=no)

8. How strong is the political support from citizens and
interest groups for the service?
(0=strong to 10=not strong)

9. Has the private vendor ever been found guilty of
violating labor law, occupational safety and health law,
equal employment law or environmental laws?

(0=yes or 5=no)

Changes in Quality: Input analysis

1. How do the wages of public sector workers compare with
their private sector replacements?
(0=much lower to 10=much higher)

1. How do the benefits of public sector workers compare
with their private sector replacements?
(0=much lower to 10=much higher)

3. How does the education and training of public sector
workers compare with their private sector replacements?
(0=much lower to 10=much higher)

4. How does the experience of public sector workers compare
with their private sector replacements?
(0=much lower to 10=much higher)

5. Are the number of direct service workers with the private
vendor greater, less than, or about equal to the number
of direct service workers in the public agency?
(O=less than, 5=same, 10=greater than) s Lo

6. How long has the private vendor been in business? o ,
(Enter number of years up to 10) R

7. What is the reputation of the private vendor as a
provider of products and services?

(0=poor to 10=excellent)

8. To what extent does the core business of the private




vendor match the service targeted for privatization?
(0=poor fit to 10=excellent fit}

9. Can the private vendor access specific expertise that
the government can not?
(5=no or 10=yes)

10. Can the private vendor purchase facilities and/or
equipment that the government can not?
(5=no or 10=yes)

Changes in Quality: Contract and Monitoring Analysis

1. How easy is it to monitor the quantity and quality of the
service? (0=difficult o 10=hard)

2. To what extent are the service activities visible to the
general public? (0=not visable to 10=very visable)

1. Is the private vendor required to provide a warranty
on the work performed in the form of a surety bond?
(0=no or 5=yes)

2. Is the private vendor required to repair all damages

to property caused by their operations?
(0=no or 5=yes)

4. Are well-defined quality standards
in the RFP and/or the contract?

5. Do penalties exist for contractors who
fail to meet the quality standards?

6. Is there a plan in place for monitoring
the performance of the contractor?

7. Does the plan include random inspections
of contract compliance?

8. Does the plan include a method of

IR
A




measuring public approval of
contractor performance?

9. Is the private vendor required to submit
periodic performance reports?

10. Is the contractor required to purchase
a performance bond?

11. To what extent is the service integrated
with other government functions?

12. Are the employees of the private
contractor protected by
whistle-blower laws?

Changes in Service Mix:

1. How close does the mission of the
private vendor fit the mission
of the targeted service?

2. How close is the fit between the private
vendor tasks and objectives and the
core business of the contractor?

3. How well does the RFP or contract
specify the service tasks presently
performed by the public employees
targeted for replacement?

4. How often does the target service change
to require new tasks and functions?




